in the name of Compagnie Francais de Petrols (Total) that asserted its jurisdiction at the same time as it restricted the exercise of Syrian or Lebanese nationalism. The second pipeline-the focus of my interest-was completed in 1935 and ran from Kirkuk to Haifa as a signature piece of British colonial infrastructure, which exerted considerable influence on the founding and subsequent histories of Iraq, Jordan, and Israel/Palestine (see figure 1) . And, although sectarian dispute in Iraq may seem quite separate from the Israeli-Palestinian conflict, following the links of the pipeline reveals similar cases of ethnic warfare stoked by the financial beneficiaries of oil export. As anthropomorphized as it sounds, Western oil companies have ancestors from other colonial moments-so how I name them is subject to some historical debate-but it is safe to say that BP, Shell, ExxonMobil, and Total have promoted war in Iraq for close to a century.
The outcome of World War I brought the companies to the region as holders of concessions to everything beneath the ground in Iraq, Syria, Jordan, Lebanon, and Palestine. Anachronism is difficult to avoid here since the countries bearing these names came into being along with the concessionary grants.
1 These countries were born of agreements drawn among colonial powers during and following World War I. The Sykes-Picot Accord that bifurcated territory into spheres of British and French influence-corresponding with rough ideas of where dedicated British and French pipelines would run (Havrelock 2016 )-set the tone for subsequent divisions into discrete nation-state colonies. Britain and France might have been happy with direct colonization had "annexation" through force not proven so expensive or unfavorable in the eyes of President Woodrow Wilson, who saw "self-determination" as coextensive with markets open to the United States.
After the surface area gained definition as spheres of influence, the colonial powers set up systems of governance. The semblance of local autonomy and the reality of foreign ownership of everything of value took different forms. The organizing principle was that of the mandate-ostensibly a form of European handholding on the way to national independencerecognized internationally at the postwar conferences in Paris and San Remo.
2 Mandates were intended as strategies of political management to protect European and American ownership of resources while keeping the price of local labor low. One effect was rivalry over which local ethnicity should rule, something the colonial powers noticed and promoted.
3 As it turned out, ethnic discord was the perfect distraction from the conversion of local minerals into a commodity. Within Iraq, officials emphasized ethnic and sectarian differences among Kurds, Sunnis, Shias, Jews, Yazidis, and Assyrians through different kinds of employment and treatment (Shlimon 2013: 32) . Beyond the "racialized labor management" recognizable in the oil industry across the world, the impact of this divide and conquer strategy was ethnic polarization as part of the very structure of the Middle Eastern State (Vitalis 2006: 22) . Because colonial institutions and the oil companies foregrounded ethnic difference to counter the bonds among workers, ethnicity bedeviled the principle of citizenship and fractured national identity.
Sovereignty in these states depended on the alienation of locals from the oil beneath their feet. This is particularly true in oil-rich Iraq, where the Iraq Petroleum Company (IPC) established permanent control over subterranean oil fields, conferring human management on the British Foreign and Colonial Offices. 4 As observed by Eyal Weizman (2012: 12) , aerial surveillance tends to enforce the architecture of this manner of colonial control. And, indeed, the British Air Ministry chartered flights along the paths of pipelines and built bases at pumping stations. A new lexicon emerged along with the colonial ordering of the political sphere. Those who opposed the mandate system were labeled "extremists." By virtue of their "extreme" demands, they could be attacked by land and air. Their moderate counterparts, in contrast, could be "placated by proof of our constitutional intention" or "discussion of electoral law" (Cox 1920 ). Moderates could be strung along by political promises, but extremists could be nothing but military subjects. This way of dividing the population, coupled with practices emphasizing Sunni, Shia, and Kurdish differences, persisted after Indian divisions of the British military suppressed the 1920 rebellion in Iraq and Faisal I became king of the thin surface covering the oil.
5
Just as the borders of the nascent states were drawn to accommodate engineered paths of oil, so was the internal space militarized to thwart local claims to oil, surrounding land, and taxation. The companies owned the oil, yet the task of securing the path of pipelines fell to colonial governments. As much as the ownership of the subterranean sphere might be enforced through rule of the skies, the ground proved difficult to control. The solution took the form of local subcontractors where necessary or the more preferred proxy soldiers. As one of the few sources of livelihood, there was competition among local groups for guarding the conveyance of resources out of the region. As indebted as I am to Timothy Mitchell's Carbon Democracy (2011) , it is here that my argument most acutely diverges from his (see 155-58). Where Mitchell views the militarization of the Middle East as a largely American solution to lost profits following the nationalization of oil by producing countries (insofar as lost oil profits were recuperated through weapons sales), the archive shows me that militarization was a strategy simultaneous with the development of oil concessions. Militarization followed an ethnic or sectarian premise-certain groups were armed by particular companies to protect their assets from other locals or rival companies. When the young states later nationalized, they simply absorbed militarized space along with the concession structure that stressed ethnic and sectarian division.
For example, IPC air bases formed the nucleus of the Iraqi, Jordanian, and Israeli air forces. Because they marked the way to Haifa, the bases were known as the "Hs." H1, 2, and 3 in the Anbar Province formed the basis for the Iraqi air force following nationalization. H4, in Ruwaysid, became a Jordanian army base close to the Iraq border, and H5, in the IPC company town of Safawi, is the birthplace of the Jordanian air force. In 1931, the IPC's Mafraq Depot landing ground-currently alongside of Za'atri, the largest Syrian refugee camp in Jordan-became an official base of the British Royal and later Jordanian Air Force. The core of the Israeli air force complex Ramat David is the IPC base established by Roald Dahl in the early 1940s following the spate of attacks on the pipeline during the Palestinian revolt of 1936-39. While it is hardly exceptional for young nations to appropriate colonial infrastructure, the Hs quickly became the staging ground for attacks on immediate neighbors.
The year 1948 marked the end of the line from Kirkuk to Haifa. The IPC did not grant Iraqis the autonomy to advocate for commodity ownership, but it did allow them to assert nationalism by shutting down the Haifa line in the name of boycotting the Jewish state. At a cost of one million pounds to Iraq's treasury, finance minister Ali Muntez spoke of it as "a sacrifice which Iraq cannot escape to attain her sublime aims" (Iraq Petroleum Company 1948) . The very last British troops remained in Palestine to guard oil infrastructure but eventually even they evacuated. The countries created by Britain to facilitate oil export could no longer accommodate the circuit that had so impacted their development. In other words, connections forged in the imperial context could not be sustained by Middle Eastern nationalisms. Suffice it to say that the various nationalizations of the concessions involved the absorption of ethnic competition and militarized space into the very fabric of the nation-state. Nationalist paradigms endured until the first decade of the twenty-first century, at which time oil and its infrastructure underwent re-privatization. This coincides with two military sequels-the Second Gulf War and the Second Intifada-which, among other things, raised ethnic and sectarian competition to a fever pitch.
The re-privatization of Kirkuk oil wells did, however, open the door for local Kurdish businessmen to acquire shares in the oil contracts and to initially enrich the region, albeit in uneven ways. The pumping of existing wells fell to Iraq's national oil company with partners of its choosing, but local bodies like the Kurdistan Regional Government (KRG) gained the right to explore new wells and forge their own partnerships. The 2005 Iraqi Constitution suggests a conception of resource sovereignty that is both national and regional. According to Article 108, for example, "oil and gas are the ownership of all the people of Iraq in all the regions and governorates" (Associated Press 2005) . This implies that while oil belongs to all Iraqis, the distribution of benefit from oil follows a regional principle (see also Article 109). Insofar as the premise strengthens local oversight and gain from petroleum resources, it is valuable to Iraq and beyond. The KRG with its long-standing parastate institutions found itself in the best position to maximize the option, and KRG spokesperson Safeen Dizayee continues to emphasize the "huge potential" for newfound oil reserves to be developed in the Kurdish region. However, major obstacles of a transnational-ISIS-and nationalIraq-nature have presented themselves. ISIS sets out to disrupt state and parastate functions and to capture petroleum resources for its own enrichment as Baghdad leverages the considerable petroleum stores of Basra in the south against oil companies who sign contracts with the KRG. The contest between the state and the regional government escalated in 2014 when Baghdad severed the KRG's budget as punishment for initiating independent oil deals. In turn, the KRG began marketing and distributing its oil, which is why this episode pertains to pipelines. Although it can envision oil routes branching off in all directions, the KRG has been moving its oil through a pipeline to the Turkish port of Ceyhan.
6 The Kurdish-TurkishIsraeli alliance emerging from this oil route shows the power of pipelines to restructure politics at not only the local but also the national level.
These moves toward Iraqi Kurdish oil independence mark the first structural departure from the concessionary structure. With around 5.5 million residents of Iraqi Kurdistan and 2 million (and growing) refugees and internally displaced people to support, the KRG must export Kirkuk oil and look toward new development options. Kurdish oil shares have made all the difference since ISIS came on the scene in 2014 and the Peshmerga had more to protect than the integrity of Iraq. The largely effective Peshmerga fight against ISIS is in no way incidental-those who hold a stake in their local resources are certain to fight to protect them. Kurds harbor long-standing desires for autonomy, but their current jurisdiction over local oil exhibits a form of sovereignty over resources rather than territory that models a path forward in the Middle East. Importantly, the Kurdish case proves that local stakeholders will raise an army where oil companies will not.
It also marks a test case for resource sovereignty in which a regional authority oversees resource sales and financial distribution while remaining within a federal system. To clarify, the principle of resource sovereignty means here that Iraqi Kurdistan remains part of Iraq while having full jurisdiction over its petroleum, gas, and water resources. Since oil comprises 95 percent of the Iraqi Kurdistan economy, the KRG would enjoy financial independence without isolation or further militarization. However, a successful outcome of resource sovereignty depends on the dissolution of another colonial holdover: claims based on ethnicity. Therefore, as much as the Kurds need and deserve Kirkuk oil, settling the dispute between the KRG and Baghdad creates the opportunity for the sovereignty in question to extend to all permanent residents of northern Iraq/Kurdistan irrespective of ethnicity or religion. The bulk of the oil profits should support the lives of all residents in a historically multicultural place, rendering Kurdistani oil less Kurdish as KRG institutions form the basis for the regional resource authority. Long-standing local populations would have jurisdiction over the flows that run beneath them with the right to build consortia and partnerships of their own design.
As the war continues and local communities must continually mobilize against ISIS, it is high time to dispense with political structures that have benefited the same corporations again and again and instead confer the oil and gas claims in Iraq and its neighboring states on the people who live there. Long-standing residents certainly deserve to claim some blessing from their war-torn lands, which require substantive rebuilding. Mass consumers of oil may be far enough along the commodity chain to know that oil is really a curse, but local communities in the Middle East desperately need the revenue in order to initiate a process of basic stabilization. Therefore, we in the West should advocate for total local control of natural resources as we recognize that the kinds of ethnic divisions that plagued the nation-state should not constitute the basis for resource claim or management. That means there would not be Shia control or Saudi, Turkish, Syrian, or Kurdish claims but, rather, multiethnic regional authorities that operate oil wells and refineries as revenues are distributed among residents. To prevent the type of restricted ownership that has characterized the oil industry, local residents would vote in referenda on significant oil contracts.
In addition to serving as a financial pipeline to local armies for selfdefense, resource sovereignty in the Middle East also makes the most environmental sense. As the carbon dioxide ratio in the atmosphere climbs (at this writing, 400 parts per million), communities everywhere face extreme trade-offs between fossil fuel consumption and the viability of human life on the planet. Where universal dictates such as the Paris climate agreement move too slowly to impact collective behavior, local initiatives catalyze positive behaviors in the name of saving watersheds from decimation. 7 In the case in point, Iraqi and Syrian communities are in the best position to develop their oil in conjunction with projects to restore their devastated water sources. Now that the link between water mismanagement and the Syrian uprising is widely accepted (see Fountain 2015) , world policy should insist on stabilizing Syria through water restoration projects. Better than Western, Russian, Chinese, or Gulf State aid, the Syrians themselves could fund such projects through mutually productive partnerships with companies and countries. On the Western side, such a scenario would liberate us from an accelerated pace of freshwater destruction as an outcome of extreme oil extraction in the form of tar sands mining and hydraulic fracturing. Insofar as extracting and transporting oil has had ruinous effects in the Middle East, reforming the ownership of oil marks the first step in dissolving the enduring legacies of colonial administration, authoritarian governments, and systematic militarization. It is high time for the concessions to expire in both letter and spirit. in the name of setting American companies (ARAMCO/EXXONMOBIL) free from its "self-restricting clause," which would have meant including the French and British in the American-Saudi partnership. The effect on Jordan was a reduction of the concession to eastern territory alone, which was never highly valued and therefore never abrogated. Shell initiated hydraulic fracturing in eastern Jordan in 2013 under the concession's enduring tax umbrella. 2
In the Treaty of Sèvres (1920), which concluded the San Remo conference and established the League of Nations, Syria and Mesopotamia were "provisionally recognised as independent States subject to the rendering of administrative advice and assistance by a Mandatory until such time as they are able to stand alone." 3 James Renton (2007: 11-17) describes how, during World War I, Britain reconceptualized the Ottoman "Middle East" as a region defined by ethnicity and the demand for national self-determination. 4
The only thing Iraqi about the company was the location of its oil. 
